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Wl^l 'flCT* gf?RTW 3TT^. sn- 
far gfcKKrt ^HH73T*m, *m*n- 

f , ^i«5f,n^ trm, 

«nfo. jsr: 5 ® ^rm aryw ^r- 

a ^Nt gfo *rt(5r5ft 3n|, frrmf^rr- 
t %?5i 'nff^. ^ ^ifr 
3T23> 3T*f ^rat, 3 t4 

HPTTT 3T*f 

s? n c R> *?’£r P°*n «4 

ffi^r 3?*f f^grr arorwi 3T- 
ymTOJfr^I afffTR 3T^. 

?*TR1 fan? %55I TTft^r. Hlt- 

«n*Trti« ^r®*rr ^jrrrtte #7 
W- U7#$|u|WTWrt 

%# srit *n ffl *fr- 

artpra sni «n 

*?npf, ^frpm *^»n- 

«r, swft 'rat, *^r 7^79- 
*n? ^ ? 3 ^ f^rrtt- t 

’Nifr P fa» qw tt* 

an$. <wrr «n «r°8 faf^r- 
'pri^r ?ra» snf^r INta ar^t «r*f 
f*r*ra ?n& rar wif 3 ftfairc*? 


24. In the course of a 
particular topic (under dis- 
cussion), a word or phrase 
which occurs late should 
not be anticipated, ( be- 
cause) such a procedure 
obstructs the course of a 
topic, and an original 
statement is (then) to no 
purpose. (2. Argument in 
support of the last final 
statement.) 

Stuti is to be considered. Stuti 
includes a direct subordinate state- 
ment, an indirect subordinate state- 
ment, a causative statement, fi- 
gures of speech and sometimes 
even censure. Then what is the dis- 
tinction between Stuti and Shesa t 
The term Shesa has a wider sense 
than Stuti , for the first applies to 
an action, a quality, a substance, a 
person ; while Stuti is a subdivi- 
sion of Shesa , and a direct subor- 
dinate statement, an indirect sub- 
ordinate statement and the rest 
are subdivisions of Stuti. In the 
sfitra, a method of generalizing is 
laid down. Whatever is observed 
to exist in some places may exist 
in all places . Phenomena, ob- 
served to exist sometimes or in 
some places may be universal as 
to time or place. We have thus 
stated the general form of this 
method which deserves to be spe- 
cially considered. See the foot- 
note on (I. 1, 4.) where we have 
explained the method of genera* 
lizing from one instance called 
Upalakaawa. In this sfitra, another 
method is employed. The oppo- 
nent asks in the course of the 
discussion in the sfitras whether 
a particular statement is original 


$HlfaT^ST. [3T0 V <flo £0^8.] 


V* 

** *g#m sniarSr ****- 
*. mw \ *r * 55 # f*d* 

S*3*T<#»lt tfNjf# 5riPlH55! 3?#. 

# *m : — Tizrrm s?4 ***ht 

*T** **T**Tf* #»# t 3?^ 

?**#. anRi ar*f s*# o *rar 
5W * 1 * 1 * 1 , | ft 3*1 

*T**fa 3T# *3# it# 3T5#, 3 ft- 
fa*Tf*. %a|t %5ft ^^rpprfai'l 
3Tf4 *®bT «m?f. arrai Pm* wi 
3*ig* <*■?** srj* 
#*#, 3T*ff ?**r w§t #t m^r 
«n®5St srsrai 3*j* **#**# arp 
*F*55 3T*#, 3 #ft*PF*, 3#I *1 

ftfawntff i*=*r *t**t*t ^ifm 
*rjf *»*"* 3T*rfi. *r *f**nj3 3 
5# *if* y?* r^wim s^m- 

**** ?*I55I 5<jffi*T** ***#. 
am *T ^*TE*I *** #T *55T*I 
«T* 5H551. «rth» SfTlW* *1*1"* 
*5*3* 3TKTW3St 3?#* *1**1 **T- 
#, 3# ft* 3 *! *55t*s* *T*$ 3Tli 
*'^t55 (<vM*.) ?#55 
^5*Tf*r*i 3 t*. “ariPr *f*r# 
ap* *5** traf, st**i *n n n* 1 # 

**55 *7** #ff.” *T f*oSi “*F*fa 

amr *n#?*i fan* ***# 
$#*¥* **** *ifr . 3*T **<£} faft- 
*t sm'**, **i ^fr*i ***, 
awft ****! $P* ant- 

*9. *T^*fa “arr*#” ®nfa 
“***!*” a#*#*|S*f**l*^**I- 
51# an^r. ***** *f*st apj*?* 


or subordinate, and what is the 
characteristic mark by which the 
one can be distinguished from the 
other. To answer this quesion, 
J aimini explains a principle in 
this sutra. Wherever a statement 
is not essentially original, it is only 
subordinate. This part of the 
s litra explains what deserves spe- 
cial attention : — in interpreting 
a passage, it is first necessary to 
determine what the principal sen- 
tence or the original statement is. 
To enable an interpreter to deter- 
mine this, Jaimini explains a 
method. The principal sentence 
is one which makes an original 
statement. The objection of the 
opponent is that a subordinate 
statement sometimes expresses 
originality. To remove this ob- 
jection, it is laid down that what 
expresses originality independent- 
ly and absolutely is to be consi- 
dered the principal sentence 
in a passage to be interpreted, 
as it bears a relation to phra- 
ses or other sentences. On ac- 
count of this relation, the other 
sentences or phrases depend on 
the principal sentence, and are, 
therefore, subordinate. This is the 
explanation of the first two parts 
of this sfttra. The third part lays 
down that these principles are 
to be generally applied. The man- 
tra in the Taittiriya Sanhitfc (V. 
3, 12.) is translated here. “And 
a horse is bom in waters or a sort 
of rush is produced in waters.” 
In this place, an original state- 
ment that “a horse bom in waters 
is to be taken” is simply impossi- 
ble. Therefore, wherever an ori- 
ginal statement is impossible, a 
subordinate statement is possible. 

24. The two terms Apakarta — 
and Prakarana — used in this sfi- 
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tra call for special explanation. 
Prakarana or a topic is the know- 
ledge which is produced by the 
relations which the different 
thoughts of a discourse bear to 
one another. The nature of a to- 
pic (Prakaran a) necessitates a par- 
ticular order and sequence of 
thoughts of which a discourse 
consists. The particular sequence 
whether of letters, words or 
thoughts is called in Sanskrits 
A.nuptirvt. Sequence and the 
principle of desirability (Sak&n- 
satva) are the essential elements 
of a topic. The principle of desi- 
rability is the principle of what 
is called grammatical government 
considered from a subjective 
point of view. Now it will be easy 
to explain the meaning of what is 
called Apakarsa . When the prin- 
ciples of sequence and desirability 
being disregarded, a word, a 
phrase or a thought which occurs 
in the latter part of a discourse 
is transferred to its former part, 
such a transference involves 
the principle of Apakarsa . The 
meaning of the sfitra will be now 
easy enough. In the course of a 
discourse, the principle of the 
inverse transference ( Apakarsa ), 
though thought to be rea- 
sonable, is not to be employed, 
because it affects the sequence of 
thoughts, and annuls the princi- 
ple of desirability , and obstructs 
the course of a topic. Where 
the course of a discourse is disre- 
garded, an original statement 
loses its importance. It is simply 
to no purpose. All these efforts 
on the part of the opponent to 
raise the importance of a subor- 
dinate statement is simply waste 
of time and energy. It is rea- 
sonable to acknowledge its de 
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f fopre n ant. *n ar^- 

Nta *59 w*. *t«m ar- 
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pendence. Much light will be 
thrown on this explanation by 
applying the principles discussed 
to a Vaidika passage. See the 
mantra quoted from the Taittiri- 
ya Sanhit&(II. 6, 3. ) and translated. 
This part of the SanhitS. deserves 
attention. It first describes that 
the i?isis saw a cake (made of 
wheat and baked on cowherds) as- 
suming the form of a tortoise, 
and moving (on the land) ; and 
the i?iais said to it. Our rea- 
ders may well enquire how a cake 
assumed the form of a tortoise and 
how it moved on the land. But the 
supernatural despises all reason- 
able enquiry. Now the different 
parts of the cake (Purod&sha) 
baked on different cowherds are 
to be considered. “ The part 
half baked and half not baked is 
liked by the R&ksasas (demons), 
,The part not baked at all is 
liked by the Rudra. The part 
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25. If a subordinate 
statement be considered an 
original statement, (then) 
there is the defect of the 
division of a sentence. 
(3. Argument in support 
of the final statement.) 

fully baked is liked by the gods. 
The sacrificer who does not partly 
bake a cake and partly leave it un- 
baked, should therefore bake the 
cake thoroughly (as) it is liked by 
the gods.” If in the last causative 
sentence, the adjectival sentence 
— who does not bake the cake 
thoroughly — were connected with 
the demons already mentioned, 
it would be a case of invent 
transference (Apakarsa) for in the 
full-moon sacrifice, there is no 
offering to the demons. Then there 
would be an original statement en- 
joining what is evidently absurd. 
The course of the discourse in the 
Sanhita would be ignored. It is 
therefore, necessary not to intro- 
duce a part of a subordinate state- 
ment into an original principal 
statement by means of what is 
called inverse transference . An 
original statement is to be consi- 
dered as independent and is not 
to be mixed up with a subordi- 
nate statement. Thus an original 
statement is distinct from a sub- 
ordinate one. 

25. The exegetical defect 
based on the division of a sentence 
is examined by Jaimini in the 
sfitras (II. 1, 46-47.) Our readers 
will kindly refer to the transla- 
tion of the Yaidika text in the 
foot-note to the 19th sfitra. In the 
beginning of the text, the origi- 
nal statement 1 ‘A sacrificial post is 
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of the fig-tree," occurs; and at the 
end of the same text, the words — 
“forgetting strength" — occur. The 
last is an abridged subordinate 
sentence. Now if instead of the 
first being the original statement 
and the last, a subordinate state- 
ment, the last were considered to 
be an original statement, then 
there would be the defect called 
the division of the same statement 
that is, without any special cause 
one statement is split up into two 
independent statements. It is, 
therefore, reasonable to distin- 
guish an original statement trom 
a subordinate statement. 
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The subject of the Ni - 
gadas (texts of the Yajur- 
veda) which are causative. 

26 . No, it is a causative 
statement, because (a cau- 
sative statement has) in- 
dependent signification and 
( power of ) explanation. 
(Statement of the oppo- 
nent.) 

26. The terms Arthavattm and 
Upapatti in this stitra call for spe- 
cial explanation. First ,Arthavat is 
that which has .dr^a. In this case, 
Arthavat has for its quality, A rtha. 
In other words signification is the 
quality of the significant. Now 
a sentence may be significant , and 
a sentence has the quality of the 
general nature of a sentence or 
the quality of its belonging to the 
genus of sentences. A mark of 
the genus — a sentence, — will be 
signification. This is a nice distinc- 
tion which deserves the attention 
of our readers. The genus — a sen- 
tence, — as based on its nature, is 
an assemblage of many marks 
including signification, syntacti- 
cal arrangement, and the sequence 
of thoughts. Therefore, the ge- 
nus — a sentence — does not denote 
only one mark — signification. 
The genus (a sentence) is called 
V aky atva in Sanskrits. Hence 
the last term is not used by Jai- 
mini in the sfitra. Again A rtha- 
vattva is the quality of the signi- 
ficant. Arthavattva is, therefore, 
the same as A rtha or signification. 
Then why is this confused phra- 
seology employed by Jaimini? 
The answer is — Artha (significa- 
tion) is essentially different from 
A rthavattva. The first may be a 
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mark out of the many marks 
which a genus denotes : the last 
is essentially the mark of what is 
significant. We have translated 
ArtJiavattva by independent signi- 
fication. The opponent argues 
that a causative statement is in- 
dependent, because it possesses in- 
dependent signification. Now, the 
examination of the sense of the 
term Upapatti , — a subject of spe- 
cial importance in logic. In As- 
cussing the philosophy of Kan&- 
da, Upapatti will be particularly 
examined We will here indicate 
only the general nature of Upa- 
patti. When two phenomena in- 
variably follow one another or 
invariably co-exist, one of them is 
a cause and the other, an effect. 
This relation is fixed by the exa- 
mination of the relation between 
the pervading and non-pervading 
phenonemena — called respective- 
ly Vy&paka and Vy dpya. In 
establishing a general proposition, 
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27. Again, a causative 
statement is a subordinate 
statement because it fol- 
lows an original statement, 
and a causative statement 
cannot enjoin (any duty on 
man.) (Final statement.) 


the relation of a cause to an 
effect requires to be determin- 
ed. But this alone cannot 
establish a general proposition. 
The mind of a thinker is not sa- 
tisfied. A general proposition is 
simply laid down, but its nature is 
not perceived. At this stage of the 
investigation, a theory which ana- 
lyzes the general proposition into 
its elements and discovers their 
relation with one another is called 
Upapatti which corresponds t r ' ex- 
planation in philosophy. An il- 
lustration. It is well-known that 
thundering follows the lightning 
which dashes during the irregular 
monsoons. The lightning and the 
irregular monsoons are connected 
as cause and effect. Again, 
thundering and the lightning 
are connected as cause and ef- 
fect. Hence the universal pro- 
positions, that the rumbling of 
thunders in every case follows the 
lightning and that the lightning 
flashes only during the irregular 
monsoons are generally known and 
recognized. But every body — 
even children and cultivators — 
seeks to see how this takes place, 
and to propose a theory. Such a 
theory is called Upapatti or expla- 
nation. A causative statement is 
defined in the sfitra, and its ele- 
ments and properties are pointed 
out. One ofthem is independent sig- 
nification, and the other is expla - 
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nation . The Vaidika text quoted 
in Sanskrita by way of illustra- 
tion is to be examined. “ He 
sacrifices by a winnowing basket 
because food is prepared by it,” 
occura in the Taittiriya Br&hmar 
wa (I. 6, 5.) The reason intro- 
duced by because in the above text 
is a HetUy for the sentence — “ be- 
cause food is prepared by it” has 
independent signification. Be- 
cause food is prepared by a win- 
nowing basket, therefore, it is the 
means of a sacrifice. Then fuel is 
used in preparing food, therefore, it 
will be proper to sacrifice by 
means of fuel. But this cannot be 
permitted. Therefore, a causative 
statement has independent signi- 
fication and is introduced to ex- 
plain another statement with 
which it is not connected either as 
cause or effect. The opponent 
argues that a causative statement 
is not connected in any way with 
an original statement. 

27. In the Sanskrita sfitra, 
the terms Shabda-pfirvatva and 
Ohodan& are used. The sense of 
the last is examined in the foot- 
note to the sfitra (I. 1, 2.) Now 
the term Shabda-pfirvatva has to 
be considered. Shabda-pftrvatva 
is the property of the Shabda-ptir- 
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«j S^rrcr 3 T*?cipt ffif. 
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5[i *# *jpH 3 3 $g*;- 

*PT ^pftrT qrft . *FT ^3<TIWH *g- 

fcnn'rT *^ti^ 1 «reft 
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3^ ¥^TtcT 3TT$. 


28. If it be said that 
it is unjust to consider a 
causative statement to be 
a subordinate statement as 
it does not describe an ori- 
ginal statement, then — 
(An objection against the 
final statement in the 
27 th sfltra.) 

va which means that whioh is 
preceded by a word (Shabda) 
which means in this discussion an 
original statement (Yidhi). The 
term Shabda deserves special at- 
tention, for it is used in the Pdr- 
va-Mim&nsA in the sense of the 
eternal word. We are inclined 
to enquire why a Yidhi(a scriptu- 
ral injunction) should be called a 
word. Originally a word is a 
sound which is divided into Yai- 
dika or sacred, profane, that of a 
drum, and that of wind. The gene- 
ral term — word(Shabda) — is used 
in the sense of a scriptural injunc- 
tion by way of pre-eminenoe, as it 
were to proclaim its importance. 
The reason why a causative state- 
ment is to be considered subordi- 
nate is that it follows an original 
statement. The second reason is 
that it cannot enjoin any duty. 
On account of these two reasons, 
a causative statement is a subor- 
dinate statement. 

28. This is considered by 
some to be an independent sfttra. 
Others think that this is a part of 
a commentary interpolated into 
the body of the MimAnsA. But it 
would be well if this were consi- 
dered an independent sfttra, be- 
cause it introduces and eluci- 
dates the next sfltra. The gist of 
this sfltra is that a causative state* 
ment does not perform the func- 
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tion of a subordinate statement. 
Then Jaimini himself asks why 
a causal - statement should be 
called a subordinate statement. 
This question is answered in the 
following stltra. 
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29. No, the purpose of 
a causative statement is to 
describe fully an original 
statement, (and) in com- 
mon life, such a practice 
is observed to exist. (The 
objection removed.) 


29. The term Vidhishesatva 
in the Sanskrita Bfitra deserves to 
be considered. The term Shesa is 
explained in the foot-notes to the 
sutras (I. 2, 22-23.) Whatever 
serves the purpose of others is 
called She m. A causative state- 
ment serves the purpose of an ori- 
ginal statement : the first streng- 
thens and enlarges the sense of the 
last, by rendering it acceptible. 
Therefore, a causative statement 
is dependent, while an original 
statement is independent. Jaimini 
now asks the opponent why he con- 
siders a causative statement to be 
the same as an original statement, 
as the properties of the one differ 
from those of the other. An ori- 
ginal statement is both principal 
and independent and expresses 
what is entirely unkown, while a 
causative statement is both sub- 
ordinate and dependent and only 
adds to the force of what is al- 
ready known. Such being the 
distinction between the two, it is 
simply unreasonable to assert 
their identity. Again, it is said 
by the opponent that “ one should 
sacrifice by means of a winnow- 
ing basket because food is pre- 
pared by it.” But a winnowing 
basket is used in a sacrifice sim- 
ply because it is the means of 
preparing food. Then whatever 
is the means of preparing food 
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should be used # in a sacrifice. 
Hence fuel is to be the means of 
a sacrifice. This statement the op- 
ponent makes in the foot-note to 
the s&tra (I. 2, 26.) But fuel 
cannot be the means of a sacri- 
fice. Take an illustration from 
common life. Rftmft beats Kru- 
nk as well as Hari in a wrestling 
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i *#w fa® ?rfa. ?tt i| €rpr 
*rt #r«5t®m crctf *rar arfaq? srfaf 
sfa *$°pt qn® ] «ufa «oti- 
T JTrft. *nW f’TT# 3T5T fa® Si- 
ft gqfaf «n*r ^tptt ^ 

^55 gvi^ an^. <nu ®ii 'Etfsr 
<wn^ s*mf am faff <*ir wi# 
«rrr w.m afa mm? <m smj- 
fa*P arft, srifa $lfaq>*TO3rcifa<ia 
arfa. ^iwro qssi^T %*3s ftfa- 
qn^ifaf »tfro® wm amfrt. ft- 
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*i®r *r *fai *ra fafr §#. *rw- 
® aft m?ft at at sfaifa ami 
qqWffato fa® ifa smft. $?i%® 


30. If a causative state- 
ment be considered a sub- 
ordinate statement in a 
particular relation, then an 
original statement can be 
(properly) adjusted. If the 
relation of adequateness be 
asserted, all original state- 
ments will be unsettled. 
(An argument in support 
of the final statement.) 

match. Hence it iB only to be 
inferred that R&mfc excels Km- 
n& and Hari in strength. But it 
cannot be said that Bkm& excel* 
the whole world in strength. To 
say so is simply absurd. It is sim- 
ply the description of a winnowing 
basket to state that food is prepar- 
ed by means of it. This statement 
can not be developed into the uni- 
versal proposition that whatever 
prepares food is the means of a 
sacrifice, and is opposed to all ex- 
perience in life. A causative 
statement simply enlarges the sig- 
nification of the principal state- 
ment. The relation between an 
original statement and a causative 
statement is not that of adequate- 
ness of cause and effect called 
Pary&pti. Adequateness insists on 
the same cause invariably produ- 
cing the same effect. Take an 
illustration. B6m& limps because 
he fell yesterday; but he may limp 
if affected by rheumatism. A- 
gain R&m& may limp if a 
boil breaks out on his leg or 
if his leg be benumbed. He limps 
because he fell yesterday. But in- 
stead of getting his leg hurt, he 
may get his arm injured. Therefore, 
there is no invariable sequence 
between limping and falling as 
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the cause — falling — does not inva- 
riably produce the effect — limp- 
ing. There are two statements: — 
Blm& limps and because he fell 
yesterday. The first is an origi- 
nal statement and the second — a 
subordinate statement. That is, 
the last explains the first. 

30. The term S&mdny&t, Avya- 
vasthd and Nirdesha in the origi- 
nal Sanskrits sfitra are to be exa- 
mined. The terms S&m&nya (a 
generality) and Vishesa (a parti- 
cularity) are correlative. But the 
special sense of the term S&mdn- 
ya as used in this discussion is 
explained in the foot-note to the 
preceding stitra as the phrase — 
adequateness of came and effect is 
explained in it for a generality is 
used in these sfitras in the sense 
of adequate causal relation, when 
the same cause invariably produ- 
ces the same effect. When such 
a relation (Pary&pti-sambondha) is 
recognized between causative sen- 
tences introduced by such words 
as became or for and the prin- 
cipal sentence (an original state- 
ment) the syntactical arrangement 
of the last will be unsettled. The 
next question is what is the 
meaning of the term — adjustment 
(Yyavasth&) as used in the sfitra. 
Adjustment, arrangement or or- 
der is found to be a property of 
that, the conditions of the exis- 
tence of which are determined by 
sensuous perception or by correct 
inferences drawn from correct pre- 
mises, and acknowledged to be such 
by persons able to judge of the 
subject. The absence of such an 
adjustment is called Anavasthd or 
non-adjustment . A case of non- 
adjustment (AnavastM-prasanga) 
is well-known to the language of 
Indian philosophy. It is consi- 
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dered to be a serious defect in lo- 
gical reasoning to be compelled to 
admit that a proposition stated is 
a case of non-adjustment An illu- 
stration will simplify the expla- 
nation. On what does this earth 
rest ? The reply is — on the hood 
of a huge serpent. On what does 
the serpent rest? If such questions 
be repeated ad injinitum , there can 
be no finality in this investiga- 
tion. The want of finality under 
such circumstances is a case of 
non-adjustment. Now the term 
Nirdesha means a Bpccific state- 
ment made in so many words. 
But in the sutra under considera- 
tion, it appears to mean a simple 
particularity as opposed to a ge- 
nerality. We have already stated 
that a particularity and a gene- 
rality are correlative terms. Now 
the ground for offering an expla- 
nation of the sfitra is prepared. 
When a subordinate sentence is 
called a causative sentence, it is a 
particular statement which ad- 
justs the relation between a cau- 
sative sentence and the principal 
sentence in a passage. When a 
causative sentence is considered to 
be a general statement expres- 
sive of the invariable relation of 
a cause to an effect, the adjust- 
ment of the relation of the prin- 
cipal sentence in a passage is dis- 
turbed. A causative sentence is, 
therefore, a subordinate sentence. 
In the Vaidika text, “ he sacri- 
fices by a winnowing basket, be- 
cause food is prepared by it,” the 
latter portion of the passage in- 
troduced by because , is simply a 
special description of a winnow- 
ing basket, and its function is to 
induce a sacrificer to use a win- 
nowing basket in a sacrifice. 
If the sentence that “food is pre- 
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I tence — he sacrifices by a win- 


pared by it” be interpreted into a 
general statement in — “whatever 
is the means of preparing food;” 
this will render the principal sen- 
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* Now the subject of 
the practical application of 
the Vaidika texts. 

31. (The Vedas are to 
no purpose), because their 
sense is definitely explain- 
ed in(otherpractical works) 
(1. Statement of the op- 
onent. 

nowing basket — useless, and to no 
purpose for the last statement is 
— whatever is the means of pre- 
paring food is the means of a sacri- 
fice. Fuel is the means of pre- 
paring food, therefore fuel is the 
means of a sacrifice. Again, water 
is the means of preparing food, 
therefore, water is the means of a 
sacrifice. Such an interpretation 
entirely sets aside the original 
scriptural injunction — a circum- 
stance which is called a case of 
non-adjustment. To avoid such 
perplexity and illogical reasoning, 
Jaimini insists on a causative 
sentence being considered a sub- 
ordinate sentence. The nature of 
a causative sentence is thus exa- 
mined. 

* The phrase Mantra-linga oc- 
curs in the above statement of the 
subject. Whatever explains par- 
ticularly a Vaidika text is a Man - 
tra-linga, the signification of which 
results in the practical application 
of Vaidika texts. 

31. Now the explanation of 
the 31st sfitra in which the terms 
tadartha and th&stra are used. 
The first means that which has 
artha. Now that is tantamount 
to adjustment ( V yavasthl) which 
is explained in the preceding foot' 
note. Secondly artha means a pur- 
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pose. Tadartka means that which 
has adjustment for its purpose. 
Such an adjustment is practical 
application. Shclstra is systematic 
exposition. Now the sense of 
this sfitra can be easily stated. Be- 
cause the practical application of 
Vaidika texts to sacrificial works 
is thoroughly explained in syste- 
rratic treatises (such as Br&hma- 
?*a and Kalpa sfitras,) there is no 
necessity of knowing the mean- 
ing of the Vaidika texts, that is, 
the last are to no purpose. This 
is the meaning of this sfitra in 
which an objection is brought 
against Jaimini who holds that the 
thorough knowledge of Vaidika 
texts is essential to the perfor- 
mance of a sacrifice, while his op- 
ponent maintains that mere repe- 
tition of Vaidika texts is enough for 
the purpose of a sacrifice, and that 
it is not necessary to understand 
their meaning. Now the transla- 
tion and application of the VJaidi- 
ka texts already quoted. “ Oh sa- 
crificial cake ! prosper, and fet thy 
sacrificer prosper in ©liildren (agd 
cattle.) This text occurs in the 
Taittiriya Saubit£ (I. 1,8.) and 
again in the Taittiriya Brdhmgaa 
where the sense of the Sanhitft 
text is thus enlarged This 
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32. (The sense of Vai- 
dika texts is to no purpose) 
because (there is) a fixed 
rule (in Vaidika texts). 
(11. Statement of the op- 
ponent.) 

sacrificial cake distinguishes the 
sacrifice! by his children and cat- 
tle.” Again, “they took this rope 
of the sacrifice” occurs in the 
Taittiriya SanhitS, (IV. 1, 2.) The 
expression — “ they took this rope 
of the sacrifice” — is explained in 
the Taittiriya Sanhitfl (V. 1, 2.) 
which is properly speaking a 
Br&hmana. The practical appli- 
I cation of the texts in the Sanhitft 
is thoroughly explained. And sa- 
crificial works can be performed 
when the practical application of 
Vaidika texts is known, while the 
repetition of Vaidika texts is es- 
sential to the performance of a 
sacrifice. It is sufficient then 
merely to get up Vaidika texts by 
heart by mere rote. There is no 
necessity whatever to understand 
them. This is the gist of this 
statement of the opponent. 

32. The two terms Vfikya and 
Niyama are used in the original 
sfitra. Commentators in explain- 
ing them state that syntactical 
sequence of words in the Vedas is 
immutably fixed. The rule is that 
the order in which letter# as well 
as words in Vaidika texts occur is 
to be permanently maintained. 
If the sense of Vaidika texts were 
essential, such importance would 
not be attached to mere mecha- 
nical sequence of words. But as 
the sequence of letters and words 
in Vaidika texts is never to be al- 
tered, and as special attention is 
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paid to this rule of sequence, it 
is never intended that the sense 
of Vaidika texts should be under- 
stood. This is the gist of this 
statement in opposition. The inva- 
riable sequence of letters or words 
is expressed in Sanskrita by the 
word JLnupftrvl. 
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<r” a# q? ant. “js” *5^ 3 
JI^P ant ?f. “«W” m- 

WT. 3 ant mi$t 
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33. (The sense of Vai- 
dika texts is to no pur- 
pose) for there is the ex- 
planation of that which 
is already known. ( hi. 
Statement of the oppo- 
nent. 

34. (The sense of Vai- 
dika texts is to no pur- 
pose) because (there is in 
the Vedas) the discription 
of that which (never and) 
no-where exists. ( iv. 
Statement of the oppo- 
nent. ) 

33. The phrase Buddha-Sh&s- 
trat is used in the original Saus- 
krita sfitra. Buddha means that 
which is known. Sh&stra as has 
been stated, is systematic expo- 
sition. It is mere tautology to 
explain what is known. To ward 1 
off tautology it is reasonable to 
infer that Vaidika texts are mere- 
ly to be remembered, while there 
is no necessity whatever for under- 
standing them. “ Oh Agnld, oh 
Agnld ! prepare the sacrificial' 
ground called Vib^ra.” (Agnld 
is etymologically one who kindles 
fire). This is a Yaidika text proba- 
bly from what is called a chapter 
on sacrificial directions (Prai«&- 
dhy&ya). Now the question is 
what is the good of knowing the 
sense of such a text ? The priest 
Agnld knows what he has to do, 
and he does it. This is the drift 
of this statement in opposition. 

34. The sfitra simply means 
that as a horn of a hare no-where 
exists, so the objects mentioned 
in the Vedas no-where exist. 



[«?o \.ino h. fro 

©V 

«f^i4^TRCII V* II ($ • H) 

I (*f3tr«$w* ) 3t-^ch» ^-spqsngji 
q^r4: 1 *r$efo**nffcr ?rm ?tr qvr euw^ i *4:= 
Swjjt: I q^qi^qftqr^qra^ii 
snvn4: i w «rr=f fm%r rcwi qftqn>TTU*raqqi* 
lROfl«ft*P3n: II 

«k^t4: i 3*snftf sfM^T^nRif^qtaqR’JTFf ^I'm- 

*i4 cn?q§ i ml 11 

3^%rR qqqiqmfr 11 

aiNk SHhagqji I- m(\.^,\) $°rref qn?pw fofiR 

%. s. (\.\,\\) 


*?*T TO »^r5r ?TT^. 
*mr >51^155 ^i^t. “^k u#, 

aft* *n% m, #r *n% urn 

^TrT. wnn\ vm ari- 

ls aftisiit. *rm ^«r*fisr 
mnpinT Rrim.” anr ^FfaRffa 

(3.^,?.) TO TO 3T& TO ^TT 

Rpipti arrf^ #r tohtt srpft ^ 
arrl, aflPr to*? ^q- qofr TOat \ 
nr arerosr ^uror tot to^pt 
S jroitm *??% to ifpstf m ^n- 
*> atif»i g ^ i^r pf *ttotot vim 
ftft’forqsmr, t ql 35T: “* 
3<sr$, tot ’it# *r^.” *psr *?lr. 
*• (i.v.u.) to*. flsrtfr- 

vf»rrf3iJTTft«tw fcri?n *r 
*tt* tot*, ?p#Nf tot^i *r- 


Therefore, there is no use what- 
ever of knowing their sense. It is 
quite sufficient to get them up by 
heart by means of mere rote. A 
Yaidika text by way of illus- 
tration. “ Four horns, his three 
feet, two heads, his seven arms, 
an ox tied in three places roars 
and roars, the great resplendent 
entered the mortals.” This text 
occurs in the i?ik-Sanhit& already 
given. Instead of attempting to 
understand such absurd Yaidika 
texts, it is reasonable to get them 
up by heart by mere rote and 
quietly apply them to sacrificial 
purposes. Again — “oh ^girdle) do 
not kill me ” This text occurs 
in the Taittirlya SanhitA ^1. 2, 3.) 
A girdle is to be tied to the waist 
of a sucrificer at the time of per- 
forming what is called Dlksani- 
ye*ti where the sacrificer is regu- 
larly initiated. At this time, the 
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35. (The "Vedas are to 
no purpose)because objects 
incapable of knowing are 
described (as performing 
sacrifices). ( v. State- 
ment of the opponent.) 

text referred to is pronounced. 
How can a girdle kill a sacrificed 
Instead of attempting to know 
such absurd texts, it is reasonable 
to learn the texts by mere rote 
and quietly to use them in a sacri- 
fice without understanding their 
sense. This is the gist of this 
statement in opposition. 

35. An illustration will ex- 
plain the sfitra. “ Oh vegetable, 
save him.” This text occurs in 
the Taittirtya Sanhitfi, (I. 2, 1.) 
“ Being learned, oli, stones I lis- 
ten/' This text occurs in the Tait- 
tirlya Sanhita (I. 3,13.) The op- 
ponent asks — how can the stones 
listen and how can they be learn- 
ed ? How can a vegetable save 
man 1 Instead of knowing the 
sense of such absurd texts, it is 
reasonable to get up the texts by 
heart by mere rote. There is no 
use in endeavouring to know their 
sense. This is the gist of this 
statement of the opponent 
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36. (The Vedas are to 
no purpose) because there 
arem it contradictory state- 
ments on the same subject, 
(vi. Statement of the op- 
ponent.) 

37. (At the time of 
learning under a preceptor 
as prescribed by sacred 
canons) the sense of the 
texts (in this connection) is 
never taught, therefore, 
(the Vedas are to no pur- 
pose.) (vn. Statement of 
the opponent.) 

38. An illustration will ex* 
plain the sfitra. “ The firmament 
is infinity, and the heavens are 
infinity.” This text occurs in the 
V&jasaneya Sanhit&(25, 23.) How 
can two things like the firma- 
ment and the heavens be infinite 
at the same time ? How are such 
contradictory statements made in 
the same text? Take another 
example : — “ There is only one 
Rudra (in the universe) and there 
is none second.” This text occurs 
in the Taittiriya SanhitS, (I. 8, 6.) 
Again the text, “ there are thou- 
sands of Rudras on the earth” oo- 
curs in the Taittiriya Sanhitft 
(IV, 5, 11.) These texts are evi- 
dently contradictory. If it be said 
that the knowledge of the sense of 
V aidika texts is important, the con- 
tradictions, says the opponent, are 
inevitable and have to be admit- 
ted. The latter proposal of merely 
remembering them obviates all 
the objections based on the texts 
being self-contradictory; because, 
when there is no knowledge of 
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the texts themselves, there can be 
no knowledge of their being self 
contradictory. The meaning of 
Vaidika texts is, therefore, un- 
necessary. It is reasonable to get 
up the V edas by heart by means 
of mere rote, 

37. A student, while with 
his preceptor, only learns to 
repeat Vaidika texts, and never 
actually performs the works de- 
scribed in them nor does he learn 
the way in which the works are 
to be performed, but quietly learns 
to repeat the texts in order. From 
this practice it is to be inferred 
that it has been a custom to learn 
only to repeat Vaidika texts. Ths 
custom proves that Vaidika texts 
are to be repeated without any 
knowledge of their sense. There 
is no necessity whatever of appre- 
hending their sense. The oppo* 
nent says that it is a custom to 
get up Vaidika texts by heart. 
Now, this custom did not oome 
into existence just at the time of 
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38 . (The Vedas are to 
no purpose) because it is 
impossible to know the 
sense ( of some Vaidika 
texts.) (vhi. Statement of 
the opponent.) 

Jaimini. ~It appears that it is an 
ancient custom. See the flik 
Sanhit& (I. 164, 39.), where the 
following text occurs: — “In e- 
temal heaven (as it were) of a 
verse, all the gods abide. What 
can he who does not know this 
do with a (mere) verse 1 Those 
only who know this, thus abide.” 
There is evidently a pun on the 
word Akaara in this text. Again 
Y&ska in his Nirukta says that 
“ he who learns merely to repeat 
the Yedas is like a post which 
only bears a burden.” These texts 
prove that the practice of repeat- 
ing Vaidika texts without know- 
ing their sense existed and was 
recognized long before the time of 
J aimini. The opponent who bases 
his objection on an ancient cus- 
tom is one of those who preferred 
repeating to learning the Vedas. 
Commentator Shabara gives the 
following illustration: — A woman 
named PfiraiM pounds in a mor- 
tar. A student named M&navaka 
learns there. He does not care 
to know the sense of what he 
repeats. PCtrmk& does not explain 
it to him for she does not know 
it.” We do not see why all com- 
mentators tell this story. The 
purport of the shtra seems to be 
to found an argument on the ex- 
istence of an ancient custom. 

38. There are such Vaidika 
texts as none can understand. It 
is, therefore, unreasonable to at- 
tempt to know their sense. It 
is, therefore, necessary to learn to 
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repeat Yaidika texts from memo- 
ry. This is the gist of this state- 
ment of the opponent who men- 
tions such Yaidika texts as can 
not be understood. Such texts 
are quoted by way of illustra- 
tion, in the Sanskrits portion of 
this work. Different commenta- 
tors have endeavoured to discover 
and settle the meaning of the 
texts. But it iB rather too much 
to say that their endeavours have 
been crowned with success. We 
have already mentioned that the 
school of those who insist on the 
Yedas being to no purpose is an- 
cient. The Naigama Kinda, of 
the Nirukta of Yfiska throws 
light on the history of this school 
Ach&rya Kojitsa argues that the 
Yedas have no sense. In the 
course of his arguments, he 
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39.- (The sense of the 
Vedas is to no purpose, )be- 
cause transitory objects 
occur in the Vedas. ( ix. 
Statement of the oppo- 
nent.) 

lays down eight grounds which 
exactly correspond to the eight 
statements of the opponent in 
the foregoing sfitras (I. 2, 31- 
39.) Y&ska who holds that Yai- 
dika texts have some sense or 
other is opposed to Koutsa who 
holds that they are without any 
sense. The arguments of Koutsa 
place it beyond doubt that in an- 
cient times there were ratio- 
nalistic free-thinkers like Koutsa 
who was perhaps the leader of the 
Ach&ryas who thought as he did. 
The history of Koutsa in this con- 
nection deserves attention. A- 
gain, the name of Koutsa is in- 
cluded in the list of renowned tea- 
chers. P/mini’s stitras give grounds 
for believing that Koutsa was a 
distinguished teacher about the 
middle of the Ach&rya-period. 
We have given this history to 
show that the opponent mentioned 
in the sfltra is not a man of straw 
and that his objections are not 
imaginary; but that such argu- 
ments as Jaimini notices were ac- 
tually advanced and rebutted. 

39. We have examined the 
significance of the phrase — “tran- 
sitory objects occuring in the Ve- 
das” in the sfitra (I. 1, 28.) This 
will be fully explained again by 
; the following example. We will 
translate the Vaidika text quoted 
in the Sanskrits portion of this 
work. Oh (Indra) “What do the 
cows do for thee in the countries 
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<n>k afRTT^frr ant ^ %r*Ffi 
«n *frrrefa % <j^r^ arf^ % ^rz 
sn^a, 3 ?h ^^4- *r*t 
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called Klkatas 1 They do not 
give milk enough to prepare So- 
ma for thee. They do not give milk 
sufficient to fill a vessel called a 
Mahckvtra so that we may heat it. 
Therefore, grant us the wealth of 
the prince Framangada and of the 
country called Naichmh&khcL” 
This text occurs in the iftk-san- 
hit& (III. 53. 14.) In the origi- 
nal text the verb tapanti is used. 
We are doubtful as to its mean- 
ing. In this text, the infidels — 
KikataSfihe prince — Framangada 
and the country called Naichdr 
thdJcha are mentioned. If the 
Vedas be eternal, all these— the 
infidels, the prince and the ooun- 
try would be eternal But these 
infidels and the rest do not exist. 
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